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standings of masculinity and femininity, and male and female sexuality, they offered diametrically opposed solutions to the problem of how best to achieve their ends. Feminists envisaged an evolution in male attitudes and behavior. Antisuffragists despaired of any such possibility, believing that women could find security only in the private sphere. Because that private sphere, for feminists, justified oppression and abuse, they sought the elimination of separate spheres altogether and the extension of the positive qualities associated with women to society as a whole.
With the onset of the Great War, many feminists began to modify their understandings of masculinity and femininity. Their insistence on equality with men, and the acknowledgment of the model of sex war that accompanied that demand, gradually gave way to an ideology that emphasized women's special sphere-a separate sphere, in fact-and carried with it an urgent belief in the relationship between the sexes as one of complementarity. This shift did not take place suddenly and was resisted throughout the twenties by many other feminists, but the acceptance of the dominant discourse on sexuality represented a fundamental, and finally fatal, abandonment of prewar feminist ideology. This fundamental and fatal change, this embracing of what amounted to an antifeminist understanding of masculinity and femininity, came about as a consequence of women's experiences and perceptions of the Great War. * * *
In 1918, the Representation of the People Bill gave women over thirty the right to vote. Contemporary observers in the suffrage and antisuffrage camp-and most historians-attributed the government's change of heart on women's enfranchisement to its appreciation of the work performed by women during the war. Millicent Garrett Fawcett, president of the National Union of Women's Suffrage Societies (NUWSS), noted in 1925 that "there was not a paper in Great Britain that by 1916-17 was not ringing with praise of the courage and devotion of British women in carrying out war work of various kinds, and on its highly effective character from the national point of view."3 She quoted Minister of Munitions Montagu as having proclaimed, "It is not too much to say that our armies have been saved and victory assured by the women in the munition factories," while Winston Churchill, for his part, declared that "without the work of women it would have been standings of masculinity and femininity, and male and female sexuality, they offered diametrically opposed solutions to the problem of how best to achieve their ends. Feminists envisaged an evolution in male attitudes and behavior. Antisuffragists despaired of any such possibility, believing that women could find security only in the private sphere. Because that private sphere, for feminists, justified oppression and abuse, they sought the elimination of separate spheres altogether and the extension of the positive qualities associated with women to society as a whole.
In 1918, the Representation of the People Bill gave women over thirty the right to vote. Contemporary observers in the suffrage and antisuffrage camp-and most historians-attributed the government's change of heart on women's enfranchisement to its appreciation of the work performed by women during the war. Millicent Garrett Fawcett, president of the National Union of Women's Suffrage Societies (NUWSS), noted in 1925 that "there was not a paper in Great Britain that by 1916-17 was not ringing with praise of the courage and devotion of British women in carrying out war work of various kinds, and on its highly effective character from the national point of view."3 She quoted Minister of Munitions Montagu as having proclaimed, "It is not too much to say that our armies have been saved and victory assured by the women in the munition factories," while Winston Churchill, for his part, declared that "without the work of women it would have been impossible to win the war."4 Herbert Asquith, an inveterate foe of women's suffrage, announced his conversion to the enfranchisement of women on precisely these grounds. "I think that some years ago I ventured to use the expression, 'Let the women work out their own salvation,' " he recalled in March 1917. "Well, Sir, they have worked it out during this War. How could we have carried on the War without them? Short of actually bearing arms in the field, there is hardly a service which has contributed, or is contributing, to the maintenance of our cause in which women have not been at least as active and as efficient as men, and wherever we turn we see them doing . . . work which three years ago would have been regarded as falling exclusively within the province of men."5 But as Andrew Rosen has observed, at least one other factor persuaded many former antisuffragists in Parliament to reverse their position on votes for women. Several M.P.s hinted that the militancy of the prewar years might very well resurface after the war if women were not enfranchised. Walter Long suggested that Parliament avoid "a renewal of those bitter controversies over which we have wasted so much time in the past," by including women in any new franchise bill.6 The Marquess of Crewe more explicitly gave voice to concerns about postwar conflict, arguing, The atmosphere after the conclusion of the war . . cannot be in the political sense calm. It may be very much the contrary. ... I recall the political position on this subject as it existed just before the war. We all know how high feelings ran.... It would have been no surprise to us, the members of the Government of that day, if any one of our colleagues in the House of Commons who had taken a prominent line either for or against the grant of the vote to women had been assassinated in the street. ... That is an atmosphere, if the grant of the vote is refused, which will undoubtedly be recreated, one of these days.7
Fear of renewal of the sex war so characteristic of the prewar period, then, contributed at least in part to the women's victory in 1918. Fear of women's power also determined the terms under which they would be admitted to the franchise. While the Representation of the People Bill gave men the vote on the basis of residence of premises, a grant of universal manhood suffrage, it restricted the women's vote impossible to win the war."4 Herbert Asquith, an inveterate foe of women's suffrage, announced his conversion to the enfranchisement of women on precisely these grounds. "I think that some years ago I ventured to use the expression, 'Let the women work out their own salvation,' " he recalled in March 1917. "Well, Sir, they have worked it out during this War. How could we have carried on the War without them? Short of actually bearing arms in the field, there is hardly a service which has contributed, or is contributing, to the maintenance of our cause in which women have not been at least as active and as efficient as men, and wherever we turn we see them doing . . . work which three years ago would have been regarded as falling exclusively within the province of men."5 But as Andrew Rosen has observed, at least one other factor persuaded many former antisuffragists in Parliament to reverse their position on votes for women. Several M.P.s hinted that the militancy of the prewar years might very well resurface after the war if women were not enfranchised. Walter Long suggested that Parliament avoid "a renewal of those bitter controversies over which we have wasted so much time in the past," by including women in any new franchise bill.6 The Marquess of Crewe more explicitly gave voice to concerns about postwar conflict, arguing, The atmosphere after the conclusion of the war . . cannot be in the political sense calm. It may be very much the contrary. ... I recall the political position on this subject as it existed just before the war. We all know how high feelings ran.... It would have been no surprise to us, the members of the Government of that day, if any one of our colleagues in the House of Commons who had taken a prominent line either for or against the grant of the vote to women had been assassinated in the street. ... That is an atmosphere, if the grant of the vote is refused, which will undoubtedly be recreated, one of these days.7
Fear of renewal of the sex war so characteristic of the prewar period, then, contributed at least in part to the women's victory in 1918. Fear of women's power also determined the terms under which they would be admitted to the franchise. While the Representation of the People Bill gave men the vote on the basis of residence of premises, a grant of universal manhood suffrage, it restricted the women's vote to those who were householders or the wives of householders and who had attained the age of thirty. The age requirement ensured that women would not enjoy a majority over men, whose numbers had been greatly reduced in the slaughter of war. The acceptance of this qualification by the NUWSS constituted an abandonment of its longheld principle of sex equality: votes for women on the same lines as it was or should be granted to men. Fawcett and other NUWSS leaders explained to their unhappy Labour followers, most of whom would not be eligible to vote because they were under age, that they did not want to "risk their prospects for partial success by standing out for more."8 Fawcett's capitulation on so major an issue was not simply a reflection of her cautious nature. It represents a subtle current of fear-unspoken and most likely unconscious-that seems to have permeated feminist ranks during the war, a nagging concern that the gains women had made during the war were only for the duration and that any misbehavior on their part would bring down ruin on their heads. Fawcett suggested as much as early as December 1916, in response to a letter from Lord Northcliffe urging her to organize "some great meeting or united deputation" to persuade the government to include women in a new franchise act after David Lloyd George replaced Asquith as prime minister. She opted for the private deputation rather than the public meeting, explaining, "I believe that as a consequence of the experience of the last twenty-nine months, Women's Suffrage has obtained a new and far stronger position than ever before; and that this is due not only to the good work done by women, but to the good spirit in which it has been done, the spirit of whole-hearted love of our country and reverence for its aims in this war. It is this, if I mistake not, which has made such an impression on the public mind. We must beware of acting in any way calculated to weaken this position."9
The defensive posture of the feminist movement during and after the Great War contrasted sharply with the confidence and assertiveness displayed in the prewar era. Ray Strachey lamented that "modem young women know amazingly little of what life was like before the war, and show a strong hostility to the word 'feminism' and all which they imagine it to connote."10 "Why," despaired Winifred Holtby, "in 1934, are women themselves often the first to repudiate the movements of the past hundred and fifty years, which have gained for 8 to those who were householders or the wives of householders and who had attained the age of thirty. The age requirement ensured that women would not enjoy a majority over men, whose numbers had been greatly reduced in the slaughter of war. The acceptance of this qualification by the NUWSS constituted an abandonment of its longheld principle of sex equality: votes for women on the same lines as it was or should be granted to men. Fawcett and other NUWSS leaders explained to their unhappy Labour followers, most of whom would not be eligible to vote because they were under age, that they did not want to "risk their prospects for partial success by standing out for more."8 Fawcett's capitulation on so major an issue was not simply a reflection of her cautious nature. It represents a subtle current of fear-unspoken and most likely unconscious-that seems to have permeated feminist ranks during the war, a nagging concern that the gains women had made during the war were only for the duration and that any misbehavior on their part would bring down ruin on their heads. Fawcett suggested as much as early as December 1916, in response to a letter from Lord Northcliffe urging her to organize "some great meeting or united deputation" to persuade the government to include women in a new franchise act after David Lloyd George replaced Asquith as prime minister. She opted for the private deputation rather than the public meeting, explaining, "I believe that as a consequence of the experience of the last twenty-nine months, Women's Suffrage has obtained a new and far stronger position than ever before; and that this is due not only to the good work done by women, but to the good spirit in which it has been done, the spirit of whole-hearted love of our country and reverence for its aims in this war. It is this, if I mistake not, which has made such an impression on the public mind. We must beware of acting in any way calculated to weaken this position."9
The defensive posture of the feminist movement during and after the Great War contrasted sharply with the confidence and assertiveness displayed in the prewar era. Ray Strachey lamented that "modem young women know amazingly little of what life was like before the war, and show a strong hostility to the word 'feminism' and all which they imagine it to connote."10 "Why," despaired Winifred Holtby, "in 1934, are women themselves often the first to repudiate the movements of the past hundred and fifty years, which have gained for them at least the foundations of political, economic, educational and moral equality?"" The answer to her query is a complicated one. At least two developments contributed to the demise of feminism as a mass movement: the rise of antifeminism in Britain and ideological and institutional division within the ranks of organized feminism. These developments were intricately bound up with one another and, while not new, received great impetus and immense significance from the experience of war. They represented attempts on the part of postwar society to recreate order in the aftermath of the greatest upheaval Britain had faced up to that time. For, as Joan Scott has argued, "war is the ultimate disorder, the disruption of all previously established relationships, or the outcome of earlier instability. War is represented as a sexual disorder; peace thus implies a return to 'traditional' gender relationships, the familiar and natural order of families, men in public roles, women at home, and so on."12 Feminist insistence on equality and the rights of women to participate in the public realm of work and politics threatened a return to normalcy in the minds of many people and raised the specter of continued conflict after the Armistice. Arabella Kenealy, in a book pointedly titled Feminism and Sex-Extinction, urged in 1920 that "men and women are naturally dependent upon one another in every human relation; a dispensation which engenders reciprocal trust, affection and comradeship. Feminist doctrine and practice menace these most excellent previsions and provisions of Nature by thrusting personal rivalries, economic competition and general conflict of interests between the sexes."13 After the partial enfranchisement of women in 1918, public anxiety about women's place in society centered on work. Kenealy's purpose was to persuade women to recognize the inevitability of sex differences and to give up their wartime jobs to men. Her most powerful argument against women working rested on the assertion that men would use violence against them if they refused to vacate their positions The answer to her query is a complicated one. At least two developments contributed to the demise of feminism as a mass movement: the rise of antifeminism in Britain and ideological and institutional division within the ranks of organized feminism. These developments were intricately bound up with one another and, while not new, received great impetus and immense significance from the experience of war. They represented attempts on the part of postwar society to recreate order in the aftermath of the greatest upheaval Britain had faced up to that time. For, as Joan Scott has argued, "war is the ultimate disorder, the disruption of all previously established relationships, or the outcome of earlier instability. War is represented as a sexual disorder; peace thus implies a return to 'traditional' gender relationships, the familiar and natural order of families, men in public roles, women at home, and so on."12 Feminist insistence on equality and the rights of women to participate in the public realm of work and politics threatened a return to normalcy in the minds of many people and raised the specter of continued conflict after the Armistice. Arabella Kenealy, in a book pointedly titled Feminism and Sex-Extinction, urged in 1920 that "men and women are naturally dependent upon one another in every human relation; a dispensation which engenders reciprocal trust, affection and comradeship. Feminist doctrine and practice menace these most excellent previsions and provisions of Nature by thrusting personal rivalries, economic competition and general conflict of interests between the sexes."13 After the partial enfranchisement of women in 1918, public anxiety about women's place in society centered on work. Kenealy's purpose was to persuade women to recognize the inevitability of sex differences and to give up their wartime jobs to men. Her most powerful argument against women working rested on the assertion that men would use violence against them if they refused to vacate their positions Where once women had received accolades of the highest order for their service to the country during wartime, by 1918 they were being vilified and excoriated for their efforts. Irene Clephane, in 1935, noticed that press attitudes toward women workers began to change between 1918 and 1919. "From being the saviours of the nation," she wrote, "women in employment were degraded in the public press to the position of ruthless self-seekers depriving men and their dependents of a livelihood. The woman who had no one to support her, the woman who herself had dependents, the woman who had no necessity, save that of the urge to personal independence and integrity, to earn: all of them became, in many people's minds, objects of opprobrium." Where once women had received accolades of the highest order for their service to the country during wartime, by 1918 they were being vilified and excoriated for their efforts. Irene Clephane, in 1935, noticed that press attitudes toward women workers began to change between 1918 and 1919. "From being the saviours of the nation," she wrote, "women in employment were degraded in the public press to the position of ruthless self-seekers depriving men and their dependents of a livelihood. The woman who had no one to support her, the woman who herself had dependents, the woman who had no necessity, save that of the urge to personal independence and integrity, to earn: all of them became, in many people's minds, objects of opprobrium." women as mothers backed feminist appeals now. Not equality but sexual difference characterized the relationship between men and women as new feminists understood it. Whereas demands for equality in the prewar period were closely linked with the notion of sex war, the emphasis on sexual difference carried with it an assumption of complementarity. And complementarity smacked of separate spheres. When "new" feminists made demands based on women's traditional special needs and special functions, when they ceased to challenge the dominant discourse on sexuality, their ideology became virtually indistinct from that of antifeminists. Mary Stocks, editor of the Woman's Leader, defended family allowances, or the endowment of motherhood, as a feminist issue because it involved "the conscious allocation to the mothers qua mothers of resources adequate for the proper performance of their function."27 She shared Rathbone's conviction that the endowment of motherhood was a far more important demand than equal pay and equal opportunities for women,28 the latter arguing that "the majority of women workers are only birds of passage in their trades. Marriage and the bearing and rearing of children are their permanent occupations."29 "The proper performance of their function" also justified for "new" feminists the demand that "expert and disinterested birth control advice" be made available to married women so that they might "improve the standard of [their] 'product.' " The Woman's Leader did not intend to make a case for birth control per se, but only a case for birth control as a feminist issue "once its justifiability is established. ... We are not advocating birth control as good in itself," the editors wrote. Their first object of concern was not the right of women to control their own bodies but the children those bodies produced. "Our attitude in this matter is inspired by a reverence for human personality. ... It is a reverence which revolts at the thought that the seeds of life may be sown thoughtlessly and on unprepared ground; at the thought that its fruit may be unwanted and inadequately tended; at the thought that its increase may destroy instead of fulfilling the life from which it comes."30 "New" feminist demands arose from the conviction that sexual difference rather than a common humanity characterized the "natural" women as mothers backed feminist appeals now. Not equality but sexual difference characterized the relationship between men and women as new feminists understood it. Whereas demands for equality in the prewar period were closely linked with the notion of sex war, the emphasis on sexual difference carried with it an assumption of complementarity. And complementarity smacked of separate spheres. When "new" feminists made demands based on women's traditional special needs and special functions, when they ceased to challenge the dominant discourse on sexuality, their ideology became virtually indistinct from that of antifeminists.
Mary Stocks, editor of the Woman's Leader, defended family allowances, or the endowment of motherhood, as a feminist issue because it involved "the conscious allocation to the mothers qua mothers of resources adequate for the proper performance of their function."27 She shared Rathbone's conviction that the endowment of motherhood was a far more important demand than equal pay and equal opportunities for women,28 the latter arguing that "the majority of women workers are only birds of passage in their trades. Marriage and the bearing and rearing of children are their permanent occupations."29 "The proper performance of their function" also justified for "new" feminists the demand that "expert and disinterested birth control advice" be made available to married women so that they might "improve the standard of [their] 'product.' " The Woman's Leader did not intend to make a case for birth control per se, but only a case for birth control as a feminist issue "once its justifiability is established. ... We are not advocating birth control as good in itself," the editors wrote. Their first object of concern was not the right of women to control their own bodies but the children those bodies produced. "Our attitude in this matter is inspired by a reverence for human personality. ... It is a reverence which revolts at the thought that the seeds of life may be sown thoughtlessly and on unprepared ground; at the thought that its fruit may be unwanted and inadequately tended; at the thought that its increase may destroy instead of fulfilling the life from which it comes."30 "New" feminist demands arose from the conviction that sexual difference rather than a common humanity characterized the "natural" reliance on the "new" feminist agenda, ignoring the equalitarian demands of the past sixty years, could produce a situation whereby "we may find ourselves building up new barriers more difficult of destruction than even those existing to-day."37 She, like Ward, feared that the National Union might founder on the rock of "new" feminism. They were right. The issue over which the NUSEC split in March 1927 was that of protective legislation, which prewar feminists had adamantly and consistently opposed as being discriminatory against women. At the annual council meeting, the executive committee of the National Union reaffirmed its commitment to the principle that "legislation for the protection of workers should be based, not upon sex, but upon the nature of the occupation." Rathbone then introduced an amendment that charged the executive committee with considering a number of other factors before deciding the stance it would take on the issue, including "whether the workers affected desire the regulation and are promoting it through their own organizations" and "whether the policy of securing equality through extension [of the regulation to men] or through opposition [to the regulation] is the more likely to meet with a rapid and permanent success." After intense debate, the amendment carried by a vote of eighty-one to eighty.38 In response, eleven members of the executive committee, including the honorary secretary and honorary treasurer, resigned, explaining that the amendment weakened and compromised the demand for equal opportunity for men and women. "To acquiesce in this change of fundamental principles would have been a betrayal of the women's movement," argued the eleven, "for which we have been working, some of us for more than thirty years."39 Old feminists within the NUSEC and such equal rights organizations as the Open Door Council and the Six Point Group protested vociferously against protective legislation. Cicely Hamilton argued that it treated women "from youth to age as if they were permanently pregnant."40 Winifred Holtby observed that protective legislation "perpetuates the notion that [women] are not quite persons; that they are not able to look after themselves; to secure their own interests, to judge whether they are fit or unfit to continue employment after mar- reliance on the "new" feminist agenda, ignoring the equalitarian demands of the past sixty years, could produce a situation whereby "we may find ourselves building up new barriers more difficult of destruction than even those existing to-day."37 She, like Ward, feared that the National Union might founder on the rock of "new" feminism. They were right. The issue over which the NUSEC split in March 1927 was that of protective legislation, which prewar feminists had adamantly and consistently opposed as being discriminatory against women. At the annual council meeting, the executive committee of the National Union reaffirmed its commitment to the principle that "legislation for the protection of workers should be based, not upon sex, but upon the nature of the occupation." Rathbone then introduced an amendment that charged the executive committee with considering a number of other factors before deciding the stance it would take on the issue, including "whether the workers affected desire the regulation and are promoting it through their own organizations" and "whether the policy of securing equality through extension [of the regulation to men] or through opposition [to the regulation] is the more likely to meet with a rapid and permanent success." After intense debate, the amendment carried by a vote of eighty-one to eighty.38 In response, eleven members of the executive committee, including the honorary secretary and honorary treasurer, resigned, explaining that the amendment weakened and compromised the demand for equal opportunity for men and women. "To acquiesce in this change of fundamental principles would have been a betrayal of the women's movement," argued the eleven, "for which we have been working, some of us for more than thirty years."39 Old feminists within the NUSEC and such equal rights organizations as the Open Door Council and the Six Point Group protested vociferously against protective legislation. Cicely Hamilton argued that it treated women "from youth to age as if they were permanently pregnant."40 Winifred Holtby observed that protective legislation "perpetuates the notion that [women] are not quite persons; that they are not able to look after themselves; to secure their own interests, to judge whether they are fit or unfit to continue employment after mar- A number of feminists pointed to the First World War as the key event in effecting this transformation in thought. Catherine Gasquoine Hartley, for one, attributed her switch to what amounted to a "new" feminist position to the massive male aggression manifested by the war. Whereas once she had dreamed of "a golden age which was to come with the self-assertion of women" with the outbreak of war, she explained in 1917, "we women were brought back to the primitive conception of the relative position of the two sexes. Military organisation and battle afforded the grand opportunity for the superior force capacity of the male. Again man was the fighter, the protector of woman and the home. And at once his power became a reality."49 The aggression unleashed in the war, so unprecedented, so destructive, so horrifying in its effects, seems to have convinced Gasquoine Hartley that masculinity was essentially characterized by violence and brutality. Such an understanding necessitated that women, if they were ever to be really free, must accept "the responsibilities and limitations of their womanhood. And by this I mean a full and glad acceptance of those physical facts of their organic constitution which make them unlike men, and should limit their capacity for many kinds of work. It can never be anything but foolishness to attempt to break down the real differences between the two sexes."50 Prior to the war, feminists had been seeking "to break through the barriers of sex. We have been pursuing power," Gasquoine Hartley wrote, but the war had shown her the error of her ways. "We saw how war spoke with a more powerful voice, and the women who had been snatching at power felt the quickening of a quite new spirit of humbleness."51 Christabel Pankhurst hinted of much the same fear when she wrote in 1924, "Some of us hoped more [sic] from woman suffrage than is ever going to be accomplished. My own large anticipations were based upon ignorance (which the late war dispelled) of the magnitude of the task which we women reformers so confidently wished to undertake when the vote should be ours."52 Pankhurst's prewar writings made it quite clear that she sought in the vote the means by which women would end the sexual abuse and degradation of women.53 The realization that this would not be possible came to her as a result of her observation of the massive destruction of the Great War, the manifestation, for her as for so many others, of an innate male aggression. Cicely Hamilton understood the defensive posture of feminism to be a response to the aggression and anger displayed by returning soldiers. "With no enemy to subjugate, in the shape of man or beast," she maintained in 1927, "an unemployed instinct may turn on women and subdue them to complete feminity [sic] .... The peace in our time for which we all crave will mean a reaction, more or less strong, against the independence of women. aggression unleashed in the war, so unprecedented, so destructive, so horrifying in its effects, seems to have convinced Gasquoine Hartley that masculinity was essentially characterized by violence and brutality. Such an understanding necessitated that women, if they were ever to be really free, must accept "the responsibilities and limitations of their womanhood. And by this I mean a full and glad acceptance of those physical facts of their organic constitution which make them unlike men, and should limit their capacity for many kinds of work. It can never be anything but foolishness to attempt to break down the real differences between the two sexes."50 Prior to the war, feminists had been seeking "to break through the barriers of sex. We have been pursuing power," Gasquoine Hartley wrote, but the war had shown her the error of her ways. "We saw how war spoke with a more powerful voice, and the women who had been snatching at power felt the quickening of a quite new spirit of humbleness."51 Christabel Pankhurst hinted of much the same fear when she wrote in 1924, "Some of us hoped more [sic] from woman suffrage than is ever going to be accomplished. My own large anticipations were based upon ignorance (which the late war dispelled) of the magnitude of the task which we women reformers so confidently wished to undertake when the vote should be ours."52 Pankhurst's prewar writings made it quite clear that she sought in the vote the means by which women would end the sexual abuse and degradation of women.53 The realization that this would not be possible came to her as a result of her observation of the massive destruction of the Great War, the manifestation, for her as for so many others, of an innate male aggression. Cicely Hamilton understood the defensive posture of feminism to be a response to the aggression and anger displayed by returning soldiers. "With no enemy to subjugate, in the shape of man or beast," she maintained in 1927, "an unemployed instinct may turn on women and subdue them to complete feminity [sic] .... The peace in our time for which we all crave will mean a reaction, more or less strong, against the independence of women. about the nature of masculinity, which led them to reevaluate their beliefs about femininity as well. Where they had once conceived masculinity and femininity to be the products of laws, attitudes, and institutions that encouraged an unfettered and aggressive male sexuality and a passive, even nonexistent female sexuality, they now took up a variation of the "drive-discharge" model that relied on the notion of biological drives to explain male behavior. The social bases of masculinity and femininity gave way to a biologically determined, innate male and female sexuality, which in turn suggested that women must act differently in order to protect themselves and society from the aggression unleashed by war. In classic antifeminist terms, these feminists gave voice to the cultural belief that the war had demonstrated the need for the reconstruction of separate spheres, of barriers between men and women, of sexual difference if society were to return to a condition of normalcy, defined in biological or natural terms.
The premium placed on sexual difference arose from two seemingly contradictory, certainly paradoxical developments of the war: on the one hand, the very real differences between the experiences of the front and those of the home helped to create an almost insurmountable barrier between the individuals-that is, the men and women-in each realm; and, on the other, the perceived blurring of gender lines occasioned by the upheaval of war compelled society to reestablish sexual difference as a way to recreate the semblance of order. As Eric Leed has pointed out, "War experience is nothing if not a transgression of categories.-. . . war offered numerous occasions for the shattering of distinctions that were central to orderly thought, communicable experience, and normal human relations."55 Britons sought to return to the "traditional" order of the prewar world, an order based on natural biological categories of which sexual differences were a familiar and readily available expression.
Leed and Paul Fussell have written movingly of the sense of alienation and estrangement felt by men at the front from those left behind in safety at home. The division of front and home, Fussell has asserted, "was as severe and uncompromising as the others generating the adversary atmosphere."56 Siegfried Sassoon maintained that "the man who really endured the War at its worst was everlastingly differ-:ntiated from everyone except his fellow soldiers."57 Vera Brittain felt :his division with regard to her fiance Roland, the "fear that the War about the nature of masculinity, which led them to reevaluate their beliefs about femininity as well. Where they had once conceived masculinity and femininity to be the products of laws, attitudes, and institutions that encouraged an unfettered and aggressive male sexuality and a passive, even nonexistent female sexuality, they now took up a variation of the "drive-discharge" model that relied on the notion of biological drives to explain male behavior. The social bases of masculinity and femininity gave way to a biologically determined, innate male and female sexuality, which in turn suggested that women must act differently in order to protect themselves and society from the aggression unleashed by war. In classic antifeminist terms, these feminists gave voice to the cultural belief that the war had demonstrated the need for the reconstruction of separate spheres, of barriers between men and women, of sexual difference if society were to return to a condition of normalcy, defined in biological or natural terms. The premium placed on sexual difference arose from two seemingly contradictory, certainly paradoxical developments of the war: on the one hand, the very real differences between the experiences of the front and those of the home helped to create an almost insurmountable barrier between the individuals-that is, the men and women-in each realm; and, on the other, the perceived blurring of gender would come between us-as indeed, with time, the War always did, putting a barrier of indescribable experience between men and the women they loved. . . . Quite early I realised this possibility of a permanent impediment to understanding."58 The dichotomy of home and front, of private and public, of women and men appeared very early, even among feminists. Shortly after the outbreak of war, the London Society for Women's Suffrage changed its name to the London Society for Women's Service, implying a shift of focus from public, political affairs to traditional women's concerns. The National Union of Women's Suffrage Societies, in an unreflective, almost knee-jerk reaction to war, turned to work that reasserted gender divisions. "We . . . very early arrived at the conclusion," Fawcett recalled, "that the care of infant life, saving the children, and protecting their welfare was as true a service to the country as that which men were rendering by going into the armies to serve in the field."59 The age-old cultural associations of men with war and women with home and children emerged with virtually no resistance from feminists; indeed, they were often fostered by feminist rhetoric.
The dichotomy of home and front led, finally, to a situation whereby the soldiers on the line felt a greater sense of solidarity with Germans sitting across No Man's Land than with their compatriots at home. Emmeline Pethick-Lawrence, one of the early supporters of the Women's Social and Political Union (WSPU), described in 1938 a visit from an officer on leave, who told her "that many men at the front felt that women had left them to their fate-but he put it more strongly than that."60 Leed has argued that the bellicosity and rage directed at those at home by the front soldiers exceeded that aimed at the enemy.61
The hostility and anger directed toward the home-symbolized and epitomized by women-got played out after the war. Hamilton described the postwar era as "an ugly epoch," when "the passion of enmity, fanned through four years, was not extinguished by the mere act of signing an armistice; it took time to burn itself out, and so long as it burned we had need to hate, and our hatred, deprived of an outward object, turned inward. .. would come between us-as indeed, with time, the War always did, putting a barrier of indescribable experience between men and the women they loved. . . . Quite early I realised this possibility of a permanent impediment to understanding."58 The dichotomy of home and front, of private and public, of women and men appeared very early, even among feminists. Shortly after the outbreak of war, the London Society for Women's Suffrage changed its name to the London Society for Women's Service, implying a shift of focus from public, political affairs to traditional women's concerns. The National Union of Women's Suffrage Societies, in an unreflective, almost knee-jerk reaction to war, turned to work that reasserted gender divisions. "We . . . very early arrived at the conclusion," Fawcett recalled, "that the care of infant life, saving the children, and protecting their welfare was as true a service to the country as that which men were rendering by going into the armies to serve in the field."59 The age-old cultural associations of men with war and women with home and children emerged with virtually no resistance from feminists; indeed, they were often fostered by feminist rhetoric.
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